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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

Claims 30-33 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected Group II, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 
Election was made without fraverse in the reply filed on October 22, 2008. 

Specification 

The absfract of the disclosure is objected to because the absfract appears to be a literal 

translation from a foreign language into English. For example, it is unclear what the Applicant 
considers to be claimed by the terminology "bulging model" or "regulated online." Correction is 
required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Examiner notes 
that the disclosure appears to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document. A 
substitute specification in proper idiomatic English and in compliance with 37 CFR 1.52(a) and 
(b) is required. The substitute specification filed must be accompanied by a statement that it 
contains no new matter. 

For example, it is not clear from the disclosure what Applicant considers to be defined by 
the terminology of a "bulge model". See below 35 USC 1 12 2"'' paragraph rejection of the 
claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 

subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

The claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. 
practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document and are 
replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. For example, it is not clear from the disclosure 
what Applicant is claiming regarding the "bulge model." 

Claims 15, 17, 19, 23, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. It is unclear what the Applicant is claiming regarding the 
"bulge model." 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. It is not clear what the applicant is claiming with the use of the word 
"topometrically." The Examiner will examine the claims "as best understood", assuming the use 
of "topographically" instead of "topometrically." 



Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
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the invention. It is unclear what is being claimed when the Applicant states that "the flatness 
models are translated online." 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. It is unclear what is being claimed with the "approximation function" described in 
Claim 25. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Miiller, et al. 
US Patent No. 6,286,349 Bl. 
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Miiller anticipates: 

Fig 4 
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Limitations from claim 15, a method for operating a metal strip mill train, comprising: 

determining a desired flatness of the strip via a material flow model (strip tension intended value 
adaptation, figure 4 above); measuring an actual flatness of the metal strip near a discharge point 
of the mill train (I, figure 4 above-added by examiner); translating the measured metal strip 
flatness into flatness values (flatness analysis system, figure 4 above); controlling a roll stand of 
the mill train via a bulge model (figure 4) that uses the desired and actual flatness values as 
inputs to reduce the difference between the actual flatness and the desired flatness of the metal 
strip (column 2, lines 51-67). 
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Limitations from claim 16, the method as claimed in claim 15, wherein the actual flatness 
of the metal strip is measured at the discharge point of the mill train (I, figure 4 above — added by 
examiner). 

Limitations from claim 17, the method as claimed in claim 15, wherein the actual flatness 
is determined as a bulge pattern (column 2, lines 51-55). 

Limitations from claim 18, the method as claimed in claim 17, wherein the bulge pattern 
is three-dimensional (column 2, lines 51-54). Miiller's invention uses a camera to measure 
deviations in the strip surface from the ideal plane; a three-dimensional structure is inherent in 
these strip surface deviations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 ol' this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miiller et al. US 
Patent No. 6,286,349 61. 
MuUer teaches: 

Limitations from claim 18, The method as claimed in claim 17, wherein the bulge pattern 
is three-dimensional (column 2, lines 51-54). 

Claims 19-20, 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MuUer, et al. US Patent No. 6,286,349 Bl as applied to claim 18 above, and ftirther in view of 
Flormann US Patent No. 6,480,802 Bl. 

Miiller teaches a system for flatness measurement of a strip of metal with a camera 
monitoring system, but does not teach such a system that allows for bulge pattern determination 
from a variable of the individual tracks selected form wavelength, amplitude, and phase offset, 
but Flormann does. 

Flormann teaches: 

Limitations from claim 19, the method as claimed in claim 18, wherein a relative length 
of individual tracks of the metal strip is evaluated to determine the bulge pattern along with a 
variable of the individual tracks selected from the group consisting of: wavelength, amplitude 
and phase offset (column 2, lines 10-38). 

Wherein MuUer further teaches: 

Limitations from claim 20, the method as claimed in claim 19, wherein a laser measuring 
device is used to determine the desired flatness of the metal strip (1) (column 1, lines 27-31). 
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Limitations from claim 22, the method as claimed in claim 20, wherein the actual flatness 
of the metal strip (1) is measured topometrically (column 2, lines 54-55). 

Limitations from claim 23, the method as claimed in claim 22, wherein the values for the 
desired flatness are translated into values for the actual flatness using the bulge model (figure 4). 

Limitations from claim 24, the method as claimed in claim 23, wherein the flatness 
values are translated online (flatness measuring system, flatness control system, flatness control, 
flatness intended value adaptation, finishing train process control computer, figure 4 above) 
(column 2, lines 29-32). 

Limitations from claim 25, the method as claimed in claim 24, wherein, the flatness 
values (flatness measuring system, figure 4 above) are translated online via an approximation 
function (finishing train process control computer, figure 4 above) (column 2, lines 29-32). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Miiller's invention with Flormann's invention because Flormann's invention allows for 
reduced complexity of flatness measiirement and use for retrofitting current devices. 

Claim 26, 27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miiller, et al. US Patent No. 6,286,349 Bl and Flormann US Patent No. 6,480,802 Bl as applied 
to claim 25 above, and further in view of Gramckow et al. US Patent No. 6,697,699 B2. 

MuUer teaches a system for flatness measurement of a strip of metal with a camera 
monitoring system, but does not teach such a system that uses an applied temperature 
distribution, but Gramckow does. 

Gramckow teaches: 
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Process infotmation 




mi 

Limitations from claim 26, the method as claimed in claim 25, wherein the metal strip 
bulge pattern based on the strip flatness is determined via the bulge model by applying an 
assumed temperature distribution in the transverse direction of the metal strip (figure 2 above) 
(column 3, lines 36-44 and column 4, lines 43-60). 

Wherein Miiller fiirther teaches: 

Limitations from claim 27, the method as claimed in claim 26, wherein the actual flatness 
of the metal strip is measured by a laser measuring device (column 1, lines 27-31). 

Limitations from claim 29, the method as claimed in claim 27, wherein a flatness limit 
value is predefined at points (10, figure 4 above) to control the mill train (column 2, lines 51-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine MuUer's and Flormann's invention with Gramckow's invention because MuUer's 
topographic flatness measmng system in combination with Gramckow's temperature controller 
would minimize production errors in the metal strip. 

Claims 21 and 28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over MuUer et 
al. US Patent No. 6,286,349 Bl and Flormann US Patent No. 6,480,802 Bl as applied to claims 
20 and 27 above, and further in view of Pirlet US Patent No. 4,541,723. 

Miiller and Flormann do not teach a multi-track laser measuring device, but Pirlet does. 
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Pirlet teaches: 




Limitations from claim 21, the method as claimed in claim 20, wherein the laser 
measuring device is a multi-track laser measuring device (figure above) (column 2, lines 22-45). 

Limitations from claim 28, the method as claimed in claim 27, wherein the laser 
measuring device is a multi-track laser measuring device (figure above) (column 2, lines 22-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Pirlet's invention with Miiller's and Flormann's inventions because the use of a multi- 
track laser measuring device allows for increased accuracy from repeated measurements and 
localized measurements. Additionally, the inventions have the commonality of use in 
measurement of planarity of metal products. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEPHANIE JENNINGS whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7392. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30 am-5 pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William M. Brewster can be reached on (571)272-1854. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/S. J./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 4135 
November 4, 2008 



/William M. Brewster/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4135 



